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cause of failure should also be encouraged. Any reasonable effort to improve the quality and effectiveness of an intervention should be supported, whether or not the effort involves direct implementation with clients in the field.
It is necessary that the researchers have substantial control over important decisions regarding the program and all its elements. Tharp and Gallimore had almost complete control over the school they developed and could hire and fire personnel, change teaching methods, assign children to experimental conditions, and so on. That such a level of control cannot often be expected in rehabilitation research may only point to one of the reasons why progress is so tortuous and uncertain. Still, much could be done to strengthen the position of the researcher. For example, the position and authority of the evaluation researcher could be established contractually, and funding of programs could be contingent upon the adequacy and strength of the contract. The position of the evaluation researcher might be inherently stronger in any program operating under the commitment that initial program failure or partial failure would not inevitably lead to termination of funding but to continued effort at program development and improvement.
Still another implication of the succession evaluation approach is that long-term systematic interventions can best be investigated when the program is based on an explicit theoretical framework and theory guides the flow of the investigation. We do not wish to encourage or support long-term and piecemeal research; rather we wish to encourage long-term and systematic research. Systematic research benefits immeasurably from the direction provided by theory.
Two things are not implied by the succession evaluation model: early decisions to spend millions of dollars and funding to the bitter end. The succession evaluation strategy, in fact, permits successive funding decisions guided by outcomes.
The model for funding being proposed here is akin to that long followed by the National Institutes of Health and the National Science Foundation in a number of respects. Program areas in which the need for research is evident are established, accompanied by long-term commitment of funds to these ongoing research programs. The specific subject or research question of individual projects within these areas is selected by the researcher. He or she initiates an application that is subjected to peer review by a panel of experts in the program area. Initial funding may be for a limited time (1 to 3 years) with the understanding that the researchers may apply for continuation funding. Investigators have a reasonable assurance of